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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1- 20 have been examined. 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) or 1 .321 (d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

2. Claim 1 is rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 7,146,259. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other 
because the narrower claim 1 of Patent No. 7,146,259 would encompass the broader 
claim 1 of current application. 

3. Claims 9 and 10 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 7,146,259. 
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Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because the narrower claim 1 of Patent No. 7,146,259 would encompass the 
boarder claims 9 and 1 0 of current application. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art the instrument panel would include an opening in order for the 
image to be displayed on through the instrument panel. 

4. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 9 and 10 of U.S. Patent No. 
7,146,259. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the narrower claim 9 and 10 of Patent No. 7,146,259 
would encompass the boarder claims 2 and 3 of current application. Further, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the holder would include a data 
connector for the movable personal computer to exchange/communicate information 
data with the on-board computer through the Controller Area network. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claims 16 and 18 are objected to because of the following informalities: both 
claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing. Appropriate correction is required. 

6. Claims 17 and 20 are objected to because of the following informalities: both 
claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing. Appropriate correction is required. 
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7. Claims 4, 5, 14 and 15 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
both claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, respectively. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claim 5 recites the limitation "the screen" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claim 5 is now interpreted as 
depending on claim 4 instead of claim 2 based on the merit of claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

9. Claims 1-2, 4, 12, 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Ichikawa et al. (U.S. 2003/0043029). 

Regarding claim 1, Ichikawa teaches a movable personal computer [17] using 
system in a motor vehicle comprising: a PC holder [25] which is arranged inside an 
instrument panel [24] of the motor vehicle to hold a movable personal computer in said 
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instrument panel (figure 2-3) in a manner that the movable personal computer is 
attachable to and detachable from the PC holder [portable or handheld computer which 
is attachable and detachable] a virtual image displaying means [21] that shows a virtual 
image of a screen on a display of said movable personal computer so that the virtual 
image can seen from a passenger compartment of the motor vehicle (figure 2-5; 
paragraphs 21-26). 

As to claims 2, Ichikawa teaches PC holder has a data connector [29] to 
exchange a data of information between the movable personal computer and a on- 
board device [32] of the motor vehicle (figure 2-5; paragraphs 21-26). 

As to claims 4 and 14, Ichikawa teaches the movable personal computer is 
inputted with data of information from an on-board device of the motor vehicle and 
displays on said display a screen based on the data from the on-board device (figure 6; 
paragraphs 28-33). 

As to claim 12, Ichikawa teaches computer receptacle 25 which is functioning as 
a PC holder with retainer to retain the movable personal computer and a flat 
supportable table [the flat surface of the computer receptacle] on which the movable 
personal computer is supported so as to set the screen side of the display of the 
movable personal computer upward when the movable personal computer is held by 
the retainer on the flat supporting table (figure 2-4; paragraphs 21-25). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ichikawa et al. (U.S. 2003/0043029 in view of Morgan et al. (U.S. 6,41 1 ,874), in further 
view of Eitzenberger (US 6,023,232). 

As to claim 3, Ichikawa meets the limitation of claim and shows the data 
connector of the PC holder is connectable to a data input/output connector of a movable 
personal computer (figure 3, 5), except it fails to specific mention a Controller Area 
Network of the motor vehicle and the movable personal computer are linked to each 
other. 

In the analogous art of On-vehicle display unit, Morgan teaches the data 
connector of the PC holder is connectable to a data input/output connector of a movable 
personal computer so that the Network of the motor vehicle and said movable personal 
computer are linked to each other (col. 6, lines 35-38; col. 7, lines 9-67). 

Eitzenberger teaches various interfaces can be used to connect the portable 
device to the on-board computer such as CAN, RS232, PCMCIA, etc (col. 4, lines 38- 
56). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the data connector 
as taught by Morgan would be using CAN interface to connect between the portable 
computer and the on-board device and would have been obvious to modify the data 
connector as taught by Ichikawa to a CAN interface because the CAN interface would 
be an alternative connector available in the art and such modification for connector 
would yield to a similar predictable result. 

11. Claims 5 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ichikawa et al. (U.S. 2003/0043029 in view of Morgan et al. (U.S. 6,41 1 ,874). 

As to claims 5 and 15, Ichikawa meets the limitation of claim and shows the 
virtual image displaying means being arranged at an instrument portion of the 
instrument panel (figure 2, 3). 

It fails to show the screen based on the data from the on-board device is 
concerned about an instrument data of the motor vehicle. 

Morgan teaches the screen based on the data from the on-board device is 
concerned about an instrument data of the motor vehicle, and the virtual image 
displaying means being arranged at an instrument portion of the instrument panel 
(figure 4-7, 18; col. 9, line 9 - col. 12, line 67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to associate the 
instrument data of the motor vehicle and display on the screen as taught by Morgan to 
the display unit of Ichikawa because it would allow the driver to be aware the condition 
and status information of the vehicle. 
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12. Claims 6, 16, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ichikawa et al. (U.S. 2003/0043029 in view of Trauner et al. (U.S. 2002/0070852). 

As to claim 6, Ichikawa meets the limitation of claim except it fails to show the 
movable personal computer is prevented from manually operating said movable 
personal computer during vehicle running. 

In the analogous art of On-vehicle display unit, Trauner teaches the movable 
personal computer [PDA] is prevented from manually operating said movable personal 
computer during vehicle running (abstract; paragraphs 16-17, 20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the 
disable function when vehicle is moving as taught by Trauner to system of Ichikawa 
because it would improve the road safety by preventing drivers from distraction while 
driving the vehicle. 

As to claims 16 and 18, they corresponds to claim 6; they are therefore rejected 
for the similar reasons set for in rejection of claim 6. 

1 3. Claims 7, 9-1 0, 1 7 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ichikawa et al. (U.S. 2003/0043029 in view of Morgan et al. (U.S. 
6,41 1 ,874), in further view of Noguchi et al. (US 6,707,387). 

As to claim 9, Ichikawa meets the limitation of claim and except it fails to show 
the virtual image displaying means is arranged inside said instrument panel, and said 
instrument panel has an opening through which the virtual image of the screen on the 
display of said movable personal computer can be seen from a passenger compartment 
of the motor vehicle 
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Morgan teaches the virtual image displaying [19] means is arranged inside said 
instrument panel, and said instrument panel has an opening through which the virtual 
image of the screen on the display of said movable personal computer can be seen 
from a passenger compartment of the motor vehicle (figure 4, 7; col. 4, lines 6-67; col. 
9, lines 10-31; col. 11, lines 20-24). 

Further, Noguchi shows the display unit is arranged inside the instrument panel 
(Figure 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
mounting structure for the display unit with virtual image display as taught by Ichikawa 
to embed or flush mounting the virtual image display with movable personal computer 
inside the instrument pane as taught by Morgan and/or replace the display unit 4 as 
taught by Noguchi with the movable personal computer with virtual image display 
because the instrument panel would then function as a protection assembly for the PC 
and virtual image display from environmental and facilitate the superior appearance. 

As to claim 10, Ichikawa teaches the virtual image displaying means is 
composed of a plurality of mirror members [translucent screen with display mirror image 
from portable computer screen; screen support member] (figure 2; paragraphs 22-24). 

As to claim 7, Ichikawa meets the limitation of claim and shows a auxiliary 
display (display cluster in the instrument panel), except it fails to show the instrument 
panel has an auxiliary display that displays limited information obtained from an on- 
board device when said display of said movable personal computer fails to display the 
screen based on the data from the on-board device. 
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Morgan show the movable personal computer and virtual image display is 
connecting to the onboard device and communicating the vehicle data between both the 
devices wherein the screen based on the data from the on-board device is concerned 
about an instrument data of the motor vehicle, and the virtual image displaying means 
being arranged at an instrument portion of the instrument panel (figure 4-7, 18; col. 9, 
line 9 -col. 12, line 67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to associate the 
instrument data of the motor vehicle and display on the screen as taught by Morgan to 
the display unit of Ichikawa because it would allow the driver to be aware the condition 
and status information of the vehicle. 

Noguchi teaches the meter housing [5] is operating with a display unit [4] wherein 
the display unit for show the vehicle data (figure 1, 5, 6, 13; col. 4, lines 6-32; col. 14, 
lines 22-67) and would have been obvious the meter housing is functioning as a 
auxiliary display which is still operating even if the display unit [4] is failed to operate 
properly by showing limited information regards the vehicle since the auxiliary display is 
an separate and analog display . In addition, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to associate the feature of the auxiliary display as taught by 
Noguchi to the meter display because it would allow the driver to obtain the limited 
vehicle data such vehicle speed, oil remain, etc, even the display unit (movable 
personal computer and virtual image display is failure. 

As to claims 17 and 20, they corresponds to claim 7; they are therefore rejected 
for the similar reasons set for in rejection of claim 7. 
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14. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ichikawa 
et al. (U.S. 2003/0043029 in view of Trauner et al. (U.S. 2002/0070852), in further view 
of Noguchi et al. (US 6,707,387). 

As to claim 19, the combination meets the limitation of claim and Ichikawa shows 
a auxiliary display (figure 2; display cluster in the instrument panel), except it fails to 
show the instrument panel has an auxiliary display that displays limited information 
obtained from an on-board device when said display of said movable personal computer 
fails to display the screen based on the data from the on-board device. 

Morgan show the movable personal computer and virtual image display is 
connecting to the onboard device and communicating the vehicle data between both the 
devices wherein the screen based on the data from the on-board device is concerned 
about an instrument data of the motor vehicle, and the virtual image displaying means 
being arranged at an instrument portion of the instrument panel (figure 4-7, 18; col. 9, 
line 9 - col. 12, line 67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to associate the 
instrument data of the motor vehicle and display on the screen as taught by Morgan to 
the display unit of Ichikawa because it would allow the driver to be aware the condition 
and status information of the vehicle. 

Noguchi teaches the meter housing [5] is operating with a display unit [4] wherein 
the display unit for show the vehicle data (figure 1, 5, 6, 13; col. 4, lines 6-32; col. 14, 
lines 22-67) and would have been obvious the meter housing is functioning as a 
auxiliary display which is still operating even if the display unit [4] is failed to operate 
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properly by showing limited information regards the vehicle since the auxiliary display is 
an separate and analog display . In addition, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to associate the feature of the auxiliary display as taught by 
Noguchi to the meter display because it would allow the driver to obtain the limited 
vehicle data such vehicle speed, oil remain, etc, even the display unit (movable 
personal computer and virtual image display is failure. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

15. Claims 8, 1 1 and 13 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a. Learman et al (U.S. 6,417,786) "Vehicle navigation system with removable ..." 

b. Beckert et al. (U.S. 5,949,345) "Displaying computer information to a driver..." 

1 7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HOI C. LAU whose telephone number is (571)272-8547. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M- F 8:30am - 5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Bugg can be reached on (571)272-2998. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Hoi C Lau/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2612 

/George A Bugg/ 

Acting SPE of Art Unit 2612 



